VOTE  WEDNESDAY,  THURSDAY 


Provincial  Fees 
Referendum  Asks 
Three  Questions. 

Students  across  Ontario  will  vote  tomorrow 
and  Thursday  in  a  referendum  to  ratify  or  reject 
the  Ontario  Federation  of  Students  position  on 
this  year's  tuition  fee  increases  and  OSAP 
cutbacks. 

At  U.  of  T.,  the  referendum  is  being  co- 
ordinated by  SAC  with  the  co-operation  of  college 
faculty  and  student  councils.  Balloting  will  take 
place  in  classrooms  in  some  parts  of  the 
University,  but  permanent  polling  stations  will 
be  generally  available.  Polls  are  open  from  9 
a.m.  to  4  p.m.  both  Wednesday  and  Thursday, 
though  some  polls  may  close  earlier. 

There  are  three  questions  on  the  referendum : 

1.  Do  you  support  the  demands  made  by  the  OFS 
to  the  Government  of  Ontario? 

2.  Will  you  support  withholding  your  tuition  fees 
in  January  if  OFS  negotiations  with  the 
Government  of  Ontario  are  unsuccessful? 

3.  Would  you  support  withholding  all  of  your  1973- 
74  tuition  fees  if  the  Government  of  Ontario 
announces  further  tuition  fees  increase  or 
further  detrimental  changes  in  the  Ontario 
Student  Awards  Program? 

(Yes,  no,  or  I  will  not  be  returning  to  University 
in  1973-74. 1 

The  Ontario  Federation  of  Students'  demands 
were  presented  to  the  Government  in  the  spring. 
They  were  as  follows: 


Davis  said  he'd  do  things  for  people.  There  are  176,000  people  in  post-secondary 
institutions  in  Ontario. 


1.  All  tuition  fee  increases  in  post-secondary 
institutions  for  1972-72  deferred  until  full 
consultation  has  been  held  with  affected  groups, 
and,  in  particular  that  no  increase  be  approved 
until  full  public  discussions  have  been  held  on  the 
Wright  Commission  Report. 


2.  Regulations  governing  the  Ontario  Student 
Awards  Program  amended  to  facilitate  greater 
access  to  the  program;  that  part-time  students 
have  access  to  the  program;  that  the  loan  ceiling 
recently  raised  to  $801). uu  be  lowered  to  a 
maximum  absolute  level  of  $600.00  and  that  the 
age  of  independence  be  reduced. 


NEW  UNIVERSITIES  MINISTER 

WILL  SPEAK  TODAY 

AT  CONVOCATION  HALL  FORUM 


Con  Hall  Forum 
1  p.m.  Today 


Jack  McNie 


Walter  Pitman 


Dr.  John  Evans 


James  Bullbrook 


Colleges  and  Universities  Minister  Jack  McNie 
will  address  a  Convocation  Hall  forum  today  at  1 
p.m. 


After  a  long  series  of  pleas  with  the 
Government,  Mr.  McNie  agreed  last  week  to 
come  to  the  SAC  forum.  It  will  be  his  first 
appearance  at  a  University  since  his 
appointment  as  Minister. 

Also  speaking  at  the  forum  will  be  U.  of  T. 
president  Dr.  John  Evans,  Walter  Pitman, 
former  N.D.P.  education  critic  and  present  Dean 
of  Arts  at  Trent  University;  and  Jim  Bullbrook, 
the  Liberals'  Colleges  and  Universities  critic. 

Questions  and  comments  from  the  audience 
will  follow  short  addresses  from  the  speakers. 
Representatives  from  SAC  and  other  groups  who 
are  participating  in  the  fees  campaign  will  offer 
comments  and  will  also  be  available  for 
questions. 


Erindale  Forum 

11  a.  m. 

Tomorrow 

Cafeteria 

Speakers  from  SAC,  SAGE, 
other  student  groups, 
and  Government  spokesmen 
if  they  are  available! 
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This  page  presents  a  number  of  the  background  documents  and  comments  made  about  the  fees  increases  and  the 
OSAP  cuts.  They  are  reproduced  as  much  as  possible  in  the  context  they  originally  had.  Cuts  for  space  reasons  have  been 
made,  but  have  preserved  the  original  sense  of  the  original  authors. 

THE  ONTARIO  TREASURY  BOARD 
PRODUCED  THESE  FIGURES 
LAST  YEAR. 


The  following  document  was  prepared  by  the  Treasury 
Board  Secretariat,  and  formed  the  basis  for  presentation  by 
them  to  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of  the  Cabinet  in 
early  "ovember,  1971.  It  is  reproduced  here  to  give  some 
indication  of  the  type  of  post-secondary  education  questions 
being  considered  at  the  Cabinet  level. 

The  Department  of  Colleges  and  Universities,  had,  of 
course,  a  major  part  in  preparing  the  data  and  calculations 
utilized  in  the  presentation,  but  the  utilization  of  the  data, 
and  the  preparation  of  the  text  was  done  entirely  by 
Treasury  Board  Secretariat  staff. 

It  is  reproduced  here  to  show  the  origin  of  the 
Government's  cutbacks  and  to  indicate  the  possible  future 
course  of  Government  policy. 

The  current  forecast  of  the  Department  of  Colleges  and 
Universities  indicated  a  total  expenditure  of  $608.5  million 
gross  and  $574.7  million  net  for  1971-72.  The  cost  for 
maintaining  current  level  of  service  (18.9  per  cent  of  18-24 
age  group)  for  1972-73  is  projected  at  $719.4  million  gross 
and  $681.4  million  net,  this  represents  an  increase  of  18.2  per 
cent.  However,  the  1971-72  forecast  is  based  on  paying 
University  Operating  Grants  for  a  ten  months'  period  only 
due  to  change  in  University  Fiscal  Year.  If  comparison  was 
made  on  a  twelve  months'  basis,  the  overal  increase  would 
be  8.1  percent. 

The  present  open-door  admission'policy  providing  student 
places  to  all  qualified  applicants  now  accommodates  a  total 
of  176,000  full  time  students,  18.9  per  cent  of  the  18to  24  age 
group.  The  full  time  enrolment  for  1972-73  is  estimated  at 
200,000  which  represents  20.8  per  cent  of  the  same  age 
group.  Projecting  through  to  the  1975-76  academic  year,  this 
policy,  would  be  expected  to  serve  244,000  full  time  students, 
or  23.3  per  cent  of  the  18-24  age  group  at  a  cost  of  $1,055 
million. 

The  current  level  of  service'  concept  used  in  the  five  year 
forecast  represents  a  deviation  from  this  'open-door' 
admission  policy.  It  reflects  the  cost  of  enrolment  limited  to 
a  constant  18.9  per  cent  of  the  18-24  age  group,  the  level 
being  served  in  1971-72.  The  cost  associated  with  this  level  of 
service  is  estimated  at  $719.4  million  for  1972-73  rising  to 
$895  million  for  1975-76.  Limiting  enrolment  will  mainly 
affect  those  students  entering  the  system  who  are  least 
employable  of  the  18-24  age  group.  In  terms  of  1972-73 
projection,  this  will  reduce  the  freshman  intake  by  16,000 
and  may  result  in  a  shift  to  part-time  study. 

(The  document  then  makes  specific  suggestions  as  to 
where  cuts  in  spending  could  be  made. 

1.  Reduce  Student  Assistance: 

1.1    Loans: 

Increasing  loan  portion  under  the  student  awards  program 
is  a  cost  saving  alternative  identified  by  Department. 
Basically,  the  loan  could  be  increased  to  Canada  Student 
Loan  Plan  limit  of  $1,000.  Beyond  that  point,  provincial 
funds  will  be  required  to  finance  a  Provincial  Laon 
Program. 

At  present,  a  contingent  repayment  loan  plan  for  Canada  is 
being  studied  by  the  Council  of  Minister  of  Education  and 
the  Federal  Government,  but  may  take  several  years  to 
introduce  on  a  Canada  wide  basis. 

Increasing  the  loan  portion  will  discourage  poorly 
motivated  students  on  one  hand,  but  it  will  also  affect 
students  from  lower  income  groups  unless  a  contingent 
repayment  feature  is  introduced. 

2.  Tuition  Fees: 

(Among  the  increases  suggested  is  the  following,  which 
was  acted  upon,  i 


2.3        Increase  lees  for  all  post-secondary  institutions  and 

introduction  of  fees  at  Teachers'  Colleges  and  Nursing 

Schools    by    1972-73    —    $200    increase    for    Universities. 

C.A.A.T..    Ryerson    —    Introduction    of    $350    fees    for 

Teachers    Colleges  and  Nursing  Schools;  1973-74  —  Further 

$200    for   all    Institutions;    1974-75    —    $200   for   C.A.A.T.. 

Ryerson.  Teachers'  Colleges  and  Nursing  Schools. 

This  method  will  not  help  to  balance  inequities  in  various 

programs. 

In  general,  a  substantial  fee  increase  would  tend  to  act  as,  a 

deterent  and  cause  shift  to  further  part-time  study. 

The  net  financial  effects  of  $100  fee  increase  for  various 

institutions  are  as  follows: 

$000 
1975-76  1974-75  1973-74  1972-73 
C.A.A.T  6.100      5,600      5,000      4,500 

Ryerson  1.500      1,400      1,200      1,100 

Nursing  Schools  310        310        310        310 

Teachers  100         100         100         100 

Colleges  15.000    14,300    13,400    12.900 

Universities  23,010    21.710    20,010    18.910 


(Other  ways  of  saving  money  followed  the  tuition  fee 
recommendations.  One  of  the  more  significant  was  this 
one.) 

6.  Revise  Weighting 
For  Universities: 

No  major  revision  in  the  weighting  of  different  types  of 
courses  has  been  made  since  the  operating  formula  came 
into  effect.  By  changing  the  weighting  given  to  different 
types  of  courses,  the  ease  or  difficulty  of  financing  these 
courses  could  be  affected,  thereby  bringing  pressure  to  bear 
on  Universities  to  shift  their  emphasis. 

De-emphasizing  undergraduate  non-professional  courses  by 
reducing  weighting  would  force  Universities  either  to 
reduce  enrolment  in  these  courses  or  selectively  raise  fees, 
thus  putting  pressure  on  for  reducing  enrolment. 

Similarly,  such  effects  could  be  induced  in  professional  or 
post-graduate  courses  by  reducing  their  weights.  Because 
the  formula  financing  system  has  tended  to  pay  much  higher 
grants  for  graduate  and  some  professional  programs  than 
for  most  undergraduate  programs,  a  reduction  of  weighting 
at  the  graduate  and  professional  levels  would  be  most 
effective  in  generating  savings  to  the  province  and  should  be 
effective  in  transferring  more  of  the  burden  of  education  to 
those  who  receive  the  greatest  economic  benefit. 

Factors  other  than  savings  in  Provincial  Grants  should  be 
taken  into  consideration  if  the  weights  are  to  be  revised.  For 
example,  reducing  the  weightings  for  professions  could 
result  in  institutions  curtailing  enrolment  in  areas  where 
both  the  need  for  graduate  is  great,  and  the  employment 
prospects  are  good. 
Three  alternatives  are  presented : 

6.1  Overall  reduction  of  15  per  cent  in  weighting  for 
undergraduate  non-professional  programs. 

6.2  Overall  reduction  of  30  per  cent  in  weighting  for 
professional  programs. 

. .  .3  Overall  reduction  of  30  per  cent  in  weighting  for 
graduate  programs. 


your 

decision; 

it's  iiMir 


TjuMie^F 


Whs 
To! 
Yoi 


The  standard  penalties  for  late  payment  of  fees: 

The  following  steps  are  taken  for  students  who  have  no 
January  15; 

1 )  In  addition  to  the  $12  ( now  $10 )  installment  charge,  al 
15. 

2)  The  Fees  Department  sends  lists  in  the  spring  to  eat 
have  outstanding  financial  obligations  (these  could  inch 
residence  fees)  requesting  the  College  or  Faculty  to 

a)  withhold  examination  results 

b)  withhold  academic  transcripts 

c )  deny  registration  the  following  fall 

until  the  financial  obligations  have  been  met. 
(Statement  of  University  Policy,  Sept.  21, 1972) 

If  you  receive  OSAP  funds: 

The  Fees  Department  of  the  Comptroller's  Office  will 
cheques  (except  in  the  case  of  SGS,  Scarborough  and 
participant  in  the  fees  strike,  our  Fees  Department  staff « 
Those  students  who  do  not  support  a  fee  strike,  can,  o 
endorsing  the  cheque  over  to  the  University. 

You  are  of  course  aware  that  the  student  who  receives  s 
he  agrees  "to  use  the  proceeds  of  any  award  granted  for 
directly  related  to  his  her  course  of  study  .  .  .  further  agrt 
his  academic  fees." 


BILL  DAVIS  DEFEN1 
THE  PROVINCIAL  I 


When  the  fees  changes  came  up  in  the  Legislature  for 
debate,  Premier  Davis  defended  them.  Note  what  he  says 
will  be  the  effects  on  students.  (March  30,  1972) 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis: 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  no  government  likes  to  see  fees  of 
any  kind  increased,  we  still  have  an  obligation  to  the 
general  public  and  wc  fell  that  it  was  appropriate  that  the 
beneficiaries  -  and  the  students  are  the  beneficiaries  of 
this  investment  by  the  public  -  should  assume  a  greater 
portion  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  talking  about  the 
policy  of  the  government,  and  surely  as  it  was  enunciated 
by  the  Premier  in  his  capacity  as  Minister  of  University 
Affairs,  it  was  an  approach  toward  an  opening-up  of  the 
post-secondary  style  of  education  so  that  there  would  be  no 
financial  barriers  at  all.  How  can  he  square  that  with  the 
increase  in  tuition  by  an  average  $100.  and  with  the 
reduction  of  the  funds  generally  available  to  assist  the 
students'' 

Wouldn't  he  agree  that  there  is  a  substantial  and  serious 
inconsistency  with  the  attitude  he  expressed  in  his  former 
capacity,  and  would  he  not  also  agree  that  this  is  a  serious 
retrograde  step  not  only  in  the  eyes  of  the  students 
concerned  but  in  the  eyes  of  the  whole  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  in  the  eyes  of 
the  whole  province  it  will  not  be  considered  a  retrograde 


THE  TREASURY  BOARD'S 

REASONING  IS  CHALLENGED 
IN  THE  GLOBE. 


In  commenting  on  the  Treasury  Board  document  in  the 
Globe  and  Mail  Mar.  24-72)  Professor  Garry  Clarke 
notes: 

The  total  savings  considered  involve  more  than  $1  billion  - 
most  of  them  achieved  by  reducing  the  number  of 
students,  by  making  students  pay  more  while  having  their 
opportunities  for  grants  and  loans  reduced  and  by  reducing 
the  funds  per  student  now  available  to  the  universities. 
No  one  can  criticize  the  concern  of  the  Treasury  Board  and 
Cabinet  for  seeking  to  limit  budgets  of  departments  to 
reasonable  levels.  That  is  their  clear  public  responsibility. 
What  is  fascinating  and  disturbing  about  this  document  is 
the  presumption  that  issues  of  the  most  profound 
educational  and  social  concern  can  be  resolved  without 
consulting  those  involved  or  those  appointed  to  advise  on 
such  matters.  It  is  not  merely  that  the  Government  was 
not  concerned  to  consult  with  the  universities,  the  colleges 
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the  students  and  the  public,  it  is  not  even  concerned  to  hear 
from  CUA  which  it  appointed  for  this  very  purpose. 
Now  it  is  true  that  two  years  ago  CUA  set  out  in  general 
terms  a  variety  of  possible  economy  measures.  But  the 
committee's  comment  on  these  alternatives  is  significant. 
"Much  more  work,  research  and  debate  will  certainly  be 
required  before  the  problem  of  relating  requirements  and 
means  for  financing  higher  education  in  the  Nineteen 
Seventies  can  be  resolved.'' 

Doubtless  the  appointment  of  the  Commission  on  Post- 
Secondary  Education  was  a  response  to  that  need.  The 
extensive  submissions  to  CUA  in  1971  wee  also  to  be  a  part 
of  that  debate.  But  without  waiting  for  the  results  of  this 
consultation,  decisions  involving  more  than  $1  billion  a 
year  are  being  considered  at  the  highest  level. 
It  is  in  this  context  that  we  have  to  assess  the  justifications 
offered  by  the  Treasury  Board  on  various  proposals. 


THE  NEW  MINISTER 
WITH  THE  GO  VERM 


The  changes  were  subsequently  debated  by  a  committee 
of  the  Legislature,  of  which  Jack  McNie,  the  new  Minister 
of  Colleges  and  Universities,  was  a  member.  His  views  on 
loans  and  grants,  and  the  effect  of  loans  on  less  well-off 
students  seem  to  be  at  odds  with  those  of  Mr.  Davis.  (May 
.18, 1972) 

Considerable  emphasis  is  being  placed  by  the 
government  on  loans.  I  know  in  talking  to  businessmen  and 
to  others,  that  this  makes  a  great  deal  of  sense  that  these 
people  should  be  prepared  to  borrow  money:  and  be 
prepared  to  pay  it  back. 

The  only  problem  here;  and  I  must  confess  that  I  wasn't 
aware  of  it  to  the  extent  that  I  am  now.  It's  reported  in  the 
study  that  was  done  by  the  subcommittee  on  accessibility 
of  student  aid.  We  are  well  aware  of  this;  but  it  is  a 
phenomenon.  The  people  who  are  most  reluctant  to  borrow 


at  Happens 

You  If 

u  Boycott  Fees? 


t  paid  the  second  installment  of  their  fees  by 

late  penalty  fee  of  $15  is  imposed  after  January 

:h  College  and  Faculty  indicating  students  who 
ide  tuition  fees,  U.  of  T.  Bookstore  debts  and 


continue  to  be  the  distribution  point  for  OSAP 
Erindale).  However,  where  the  student  is  a 
ri\l  simply  hand  the  cheque  over  to  the  student, 
f  course,  then  follow  the  usual  procedure  of 

iipport  from  OSAP  signs  a  declaration  in  which 
payment  only  for  educational  and  living  costs 
es  that  first  use  of  such  proceeds  will  be  to  pay 


)S  THE  HIKES  IN 
EGISLATURE 


step.  Certainly  1  am  sure  there  are  some  students  who  will 
feel  thai  the  lee  should  not  be  increased,  and  I  really  don't 
know  where  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  gets  his 
information  from.  There  hasn't  been  a  substantial 
reduction  in  the  funds  that  will  be  available  for  student 
assistance. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  Westi:  No.  The  Premier 
assumes  there  will  be  fewer  students. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Half-a-million 
dollars  less  for  graduate  students. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  All  it  means  is  that  a  greater  portion  of 
student  assistance  will  be  by  way  of  loan  rather  than  grant. 
I  think  it  should  be  understood.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  $800 
in  this  province  is  probably  still  lower  than  in  any  other 
provincial  jurisdiction  in  Canada. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  doesn't 
agree,  that  is  his  position.  And  if  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  wishes  to  state  that  the  tuition  fee  should  not  be 
raised,  that  the  amount  of  grant  should  be  increased  and 
the  amount  of  loan  reduced,  that.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  his  right. 

This  government  has  decided  that  the  amount  of 
increase  related  to  the  total  amount  that  the  general 
taxpaying  public  is  investing  in  education  in  the  post- 
secondary  system  still  does  not  represent  any  inhibiting 
effect  on  thost  students  who  wish  to  enter  into  post- 
secondary  experiences. 


THE  TORONTO  PRESS 

DEFENDS  THE  HIKES 

AND  CONDEMNS  STUDENT  ACTION 


When  the  referendum  on  the  January  fees  boycott  was 
announced  by  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Students,  the 
Toronto  Star  responded  with  following  editorial. 

It  was  an  unfortunate  coincidence  for  Ontario  student 
leaders. 

Just  as  they  began  organizing  university  referendums  on 
a  student  "fee  strike.''  the  director  of  Statistics  Canada's 
education  division  reported  that  Canada  puts  a  higher 
percentage  of  its  gross  national  product  into  education 
than  does  any  other  industrialized  country  of  the  world. 

Not  that  the  taxpayers  really  needed  the  reminder.  But 
the  students  do.  They  are  complaining  because  the 
province  has  increased  tuition  fees  and  put  more  of  its 
student  assistance  into  loans  repayable  after  graduation, 
and  less  into  grants.  (Even  then,  there's  $31.7  million  for 
student  grants  in  this  year's  estimates. )  Undergraduate 
students  now  pay  $585  tuition  -  the  $100  increase  was  the 
first  in  eight  years  -  and  those  in  need  have  to  borrow  the 
first  $800  of  their  assistance :  last  year,  anything  more  than 
$600  was  free. 

The  student  spokesmen  say  they're  not  worried  so  much 
about  the  extra  $100  tuition  as  they  are  about  needy 
people's  accessibility  to  higher  education.  Low-income 
people,  they  say,  have  an  aversion  to  debt  and  may  be 
scared  off  by  the  prospect  of  borrowing  an  extra  $800  over 
four  years.  Yet  surely  if  students  are  bright  enough  to 
attend  university,  they  are  bright  enough  to  be  enlightened 
about  the  use  of  credit  in  today's  society. 

When  students  choose  higher  education  at  the  beginning 
of  their  adult  careers,  rather  than  later  on  after  they  could 
have  saved  up  something  to  help  pay  the  shot,  it's  entirely 
reasonable  to  ask  that  they  borrow  against  future  earnings 
a  fair  share  of  their  education  costs  (50  per  cent,  according 


to  the  Wright  commission's  draft  report).  That  is, 
however,  with  one  proviso:  That  repayment  be  permitted 
to  fluctuate  with  post-graduate  earnings;  in  times  like 
these,  a  university  degree  is  no  longer  an  assured  meal 
ticket. 

Tuition  fees  in  Ontario  make  up  only  a  small  share  of  the 
universities'  operating  income  -  a  share  that  has  declined 
rapidly  in  the  past  decade  -  yet  it  is  demonstrable  that 
lower-income  families  are  subsidizing  the  public  cost  of 
higher  education  for  students  from  higher  income  groups. 
Why,  then,  should  there  not  be  an  increase  in  tuition  fees, 
so  that  wealthier  families  pay  more  of  their  own  way, 
provided  there's  current  assistance  for  students  without, 
ready  cash? 

Taxpayers  sense  that  they  have  been  sold  a  bill  of  goods 
by  education  enthusiasts,  and  they're  right.  Citizens 
sacrificed  because  they  thought  heavy  tax  investment  in 
education  would  remedy  social  inequality.  Education 
would  raise  more  people  into  the  higher-income  groups,  it 
was  argued,  and  the  resulting  scarcity  of  labor  for  low- 
paid  jobs  would  push  their  wages  nearer  to  the  middle- 
income  level.  But  statistical  data  compiled  in  the  U.S. 
suggests  this  just  hasn't  happened.  From  1950  to  1970  the 
education  gap  narrowed  between  most-  and  least- 
educated,  but  the  income  gap  between  richest  and  poorest 
widened. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  education  is  worthless;  heaven 
forbid.  But  it  does  suggest  that  there  may  be  considerable 
scope  for  a  de-emphasis  of  education,  for  a  reallocation  of 
public  resources  to  other  areas.  The  students  might  as  well 
recognize  this  and  vote  down  their  futile  "fee  strike,"  for 
the  public  is  no  longer  convinced  that  school-attenders  are 
all  that  more  deserving  than  everyone  else. 


THERE  ARE  FLAWS  IN  THE 
STAR'S  ARGUMENTS . . . 


The  Star  editorial  makes  four  principle  points,  each  of 

which  deserves  a  response 

1.  Canada  spends  more  of  its  G.N. P.  on  education  than 
any  other  country.  Canada  also  has  the  largest  under-30 
population  of  any  Western  country.  For  the  first  time, 
Canada  is  spending  as  much  per  capita  on  education  as  the 
rest  of  the  Western  world. 

2.  Students  should  be  bright  enough  to  understand  and 
use  modern  credit.  But  most  students  commit  themselves 
to  post-secondary  education,  both  academically  and 
psychologically,  as  early  as  grade  9.  When  they  are 
suddenly  told  after  they  are  in  University  that  they  must 
incur  unexpected  loans  it  is  too  late  for  them  to  evaluate 


whether  they  are  willing  to  undertake  the  debt.  Mr. 
McNies's  comments  quoted  elsewhere  on  this  page  are 
relevant  to  this  topic. 

3.  The  income  gap  between  rich  and  poor  is  growing;  the 
poor  shouldn't  be  taxed  to  pay  for  education  for  the  rich. 
However,  increases  in  tuition  can  hardly  be  considered  a 
substitute  for  a  progressive  tax  system. 

4.  Students  should  pay  more.  If  this  is  so,  then  let 
students  pay  when  they're  collecting  the  benefits,  that  they 
Star  claims  they  will  receive.  Students  shouldn't  be  forced 
to  use  a  glorified  bank  loan  system  when  the  returns  are  as 
uncertain  as  they  are  with  current  unemployment  levels. 


WILL  A  FEES  BOYCOTT 
DO  ANY  GOOD? 


DISAGREED 
ENT  LINE 


are  the  people  who  need  to  borrow  most.  And  I  think  for 
the  most  part,  for  the  best  reasons. 

First  of  all.  very  often  they  come  from  homes  that  still 
remember  the  depression  years.  They  remember  homes 
that  were  lost  through  inability  to  keep  up  small  mortgage 
payments;  they  come  from  homes  where  a  family  may  be 
disabled  or  unemployed.  And  these  people  expect  to  have 
to  pay  this  money  back.  Whereas  there  are  others  that 
shrug  their  shoulders  and  say:  "I  will  if  I  can." 

The  other  thing  is  a  matter  of  perspective.  For  some 
people  $2,000  looks  like  a  -fortune.  For  others  $2,000  is 
simply  the  down  payment  somebody  put  down  on  a  new  car 
-  and  you  know  dad's  never  had  anything  less  than  an 
overdraft  of  $2,000  or  $3,000  at  the  bank.  This  is  the  kind  of 
environment  that  the  child  comes  up  in. 


It  is  impossible  to  say  either  yes  or  no  with  any 
accuracy  at  this  time.  We  do  know,  however, 
that  the  government  claims  that  most  students 
have  no  objection  to  the  fees  increases  so  a 
visible  demonstration  of  student  protest  such  as 
a  fees  strike  will  definitely  have  some  effect  on 
the  government.  Also,  the  Wright  Commission  is 
proposing  tuition  fees  in  arts  of  $1,000.00  and  as 
high  as  $1,500.00  in  the  professional  faculties.  If 
students  do  not  take  a  firm  public  stand  against 
the  small  increases  this  year,  we  may  be  unable 
to  resist  the  massive  increases  planned  for  the 
near  future. 

SAC  decided  last  spring  not  to  call  any  type  of 
strike  without  first  submitting  the  proposal  to  a 


campus- wide  referendum.  It's  your  money  and 
your  education;  any  strike  must  also  be  your 
decision. 

Students  on  both  SAC  and  OFS  have  had 
several  meetings  during  the  past  six  months  with 
various  government  officials.  Little  has  been 
accomplished  since  the  government  insists  most 
students  are  apathetic  about  the  whole  fees 
increases  situation.  Other  tactics  such  as 
demonstrations  at  Queens  Park,  organized 
lobbying  of  MPs,  media  campaigns  and  so  on 
cannot  be  organized  until  student  councils  have  a 
firm  indication  of  what  students  actually  are 
thinking.  That's  why  a  large  turnout  is  essential 
on  October  11  and  12. 


This  supplement  to  the  Erindalian  is  presented  as  a  joint  project  of  SAC  and  the  Erindalian.  It  is  an  effort  to  present 
background  material  which  is  not  widely  known,  and  which  has  considerable  relevance  to  the  current  fees  OSAP  situation. 
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BOYCOTT 
FEES? 


decision 

k    October   , 


TheSAC  Position 


The  Ontario  Kedei  .it ion  ol  Students  has  nude  two  demands 
which  were  ratified  b\  I  ol  T  and  by  most  OFS  members. 
The  first  demand  is  all  tuition  fee  increases  in  post- 
secondary  institutions  for  1972-73  be  deferred  until  full 
consultation  has  been  held  with  affected  groups,  and.  in 
particular  that  no  increase  be  approved  until  full  public 
discussions  have  been  held  on  the  .Wright  Commission 
Report. 

The  second  demand  states  that  regulations  governing  the 
Ontario  Student  Awards  Program  be  amended  to  facilitate 
greater  access  to  the  program:  that  part-time  students  have 
access  to  the  program:  that  the  loan  ceiling  recently  raised 
to  $800  be  lowered  to  a  maximum  level  of  $H00  and  that  the 
age  of  independence  be  reduced 

These  demand.-  were  presented  to  the  government  in 
August.  The  only  concession  so  far  has  been  the  lowering  ot 
the  OSAP  age  of  independence  from  25  to  24  This  move 
could  benefit  only  2  000  -Indents  among  the  176.000  in 
Ontario 

The  quarrel  is  not  with  the  universities  Although  the 
universities  ol  Ontario  were  not  overly  vocal  in  protesting 
the  fee  increases,  they  generally  agree  that  the  financing 
changes  are  wrong  and  they  support,  sincerely  we  believe, 
the  student  desire  to  have  them  corrected. 

The  principal  villain  is  the  provincial  government  which 
initiated  the  changes  when  they  were  politically  popular. 

The  Government  of  Ontario  may  honestly  believe  its 
actions  are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people  of  the 
province.  If  so.  this  government  should  honestly  state  its 
reasons  for  its  belief  and  should  honestly  debate  its  belief 
with  the  students  and  with  the  public  of  Ontario. 

Premier  Davis  in  the  legislature  stated  that  he  does  not 
believe  the  changes  will  prevent  students  from  continuing 


their  education  -yet  his  own  cabinet  documents  suggesting 
the  cutbacks  predict  an  enrollment  drop  of  16.000  for  1972-73 

The  government  claims  it  cannot  afford  OSAP.  but  loan 
money  comes  from  the  federal  government  and  the  OSAP 
fund  in  1971-72  was  underspent  by  some  $12,000,000. 

The  government  further  emphasizes  that  those  who  reap 
the  benefits  of  post-secondary  education  should  pay  the 
costs.  The  government  has  tailed  to  demonstrate  just  what 
fraction  ol  the  benefits  ol  the  post-secondary  educational 
system  accrue  to  the  graduate,  and  what  fraction  to  the 
general  public,  to  the  employers  of  graduates,  or  to  the 
government  itself  in  the  form  of  important  research. 

We  do  not  claim  that  the  government  has  no  points  in  its 
favour.  We  do  claim  that  the  government  has  failed  to  deal 
honestly  and  fairly  with  us  and  with  the  public. 

If  the  only  way  to  confront  the  government  is  through  the 
presentation  of  demands  with  the  threat  of  a  January  fees 
boycott,  then  we  support  the  demands  and  the  fees  boycott. 

SAC  encouraged  all  U  of  T  students  to  'keep  their  options 
open"  when  paying  fees.  The  57  per  cent  undergraduates 
who  paid  by  instalment  now  have  the  option  of  using  that 
second  installment  as  a  lever  in  January. 

SAC  has  given  support  in  principle  to  a  January  fees 
strike,  which  is  the  best  tactic  available  at  this  time.  If  a 
boycott  is  to  have  any  effect,  however,  it  must  be  supported 
by  a  large  part  of  the  I"  of  T  student  body  and  by  most 
students  in  Ontario 

The  referendum  on  October  II  and  12  is  youi  chance  to 
voice  your  opinion  on  the  OFS  demands  and  on  the  boycott. 

John  Helliwell 
Eric  J.  Miglin 
Ross  Flowers 


Do  You  Agree? 
Let  Us  Know. 

OCT.  1 1, 12 
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